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Note from the Editor 
. rrr CLC 


G REETING, MY FRIENDS, AND WELCOME 
to the April 1994 edition of The Limbaugh 
Letter, now with 450,000 subscribers. My publi- 
cation is the fastest-growing — and the most 
widely read — journal of political opinion in the 
country. As the correspondence below reveals, my 
Letter is a global one, giving truth-seekers every- 
where the on-ramp to the only information 
superhighway the world will ever need ... me. 
This month — tax month — my commentary 
is dedicated to all of you who work hard and play 
by the rules ... those who, in fact, make the 
country hum. Since I know you are taking a big 
hit from your own government, I provide you the 
ammunition you need to philosophically oppose 


the redistribution of wealth — which is, in fact, 
Clinton’s goal. I then document some of the pro- 
jects for which your government is confiscating 
your hard-earned dollars: such as $34.6 million 
for screw worm research — despite the fact that 
screw worms have been eradicated in the U.S. 
(Except, perhaps, in Congress.) I am also pleased 
to publish my conversation with a courageous 
thinker, Elizabeth McCaughey, whose analysis of 
the Clinton health care plan has drawn attacks 
from the White House. I next review the latest 
evidence that the House of Representatives is 
indeed the most corrupt institution in America. 
And there’s much, much more! So dig in — it’s 


the best 16 pages in publishing. 





“Dittos, Rush” 


From across the fruited plain 


A sampling of my voluminous tnternational mail: 


My parents gave me your newsletter for my 
birthday; it is the best present I’ve ever received. 
Living in New Zealand has shown what can be 
done when the welfare state has spun out of con- 
trol. The country has sold most of its state-owned 
enterprises, disallowed subsidies, and told hospi- 
tals to become profitable or close. The economy 
is now booming, but it has come at a price — 
nine years of hell to get here. The good news is 
the end of budget deficits and repayment of debt. 
New Zealand was always a high tax country (all 
those “free” benefits don’t come from nothing). 
Now with taxes cut it’s cheaper than California. 
Looking forward to my next Letter. 

— SARAH SMITH, HASTINGS, NEW ZEALAND 
More evidence, folks, that the rest of the world is 
turning away from the very direction we seem to be 
headed. Great to hear from you ~~ thanks for the 
kind words. Don't forget, you can listen to my radio 
program on short wave: tune to 15.420 megahertz. 


Although I received my doctorate in historical 
theology from St. Louis University in Missouri, I 
consider myself a graduate of the Limbaugh 
Institute. I teach the history of Western Civil- 
ization at the Uzbekistan State University of 
World Languages in Taszkient. Your newsletters 
and books are very helpful — they give me in- 
sights into Western thought that I incorporate 
into my course. There is a group of dittoheads 
here; your newsletter always makes the rounds 
and is very well received. Rush, people here find 
it hard to understand why Americans are moving 


toward socialism when the former Soviet Union 
has discarded that system as unworkable. 

— Dr. IVAN J. ROHLOFE, TASZKIENT, UZBEKISTAN 
See? The evidence keeps piling up. Dr. you have an 
advantage: youve seen the failures of socialism with 


your own eyes. Those who espouse tt here have only 


read about it in utopian texts — where it works 
perfectly, Dent forget, you can listen to my radio 
program on short wave: tune to 15.420 megahertz. 


We have inaugurated a Rush Room at the 
American Consulate in Thailand. Nearly half the 
diplomatic community here are fans. We wish 
you to know that many of us support the tradi- 
tional principles that have made America the 
champion of freedom. We offer no apologies to 
detractors, but encourage a love of freedom and 
its active defense via a sense of responsibility. 
Thank you for trumpeting the virtues of America 
and speaking against the dive into socialism. 

» 


4) eu 
vid 2 mld (aad lng (Dittos from Thailand) 
— DUANE R. HuRST, CHIANG MAI, THAILAND 
Perhaps you could get this message through to Bill 
Clinton in your diplomatic pouch. Dont forget, you 
can listen to my radio program on short wave. tune 
to 15.420 megahertz. 
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y friends, I have no doubt 
that many of you are 
stunned. You are shocked, 
appalled, and dismayed. 
No, I’m not talking about the Whitewater 
turbulence swirling around this Admini- 
stration. I’m referring to the scandal that 
is engulfing your bank account this 
month ... yes, your income tax return. 

See, I told you so. You are paying the first 
installment on the largest tax increase in 
histoire: $260 billion over five years, thanks 
to Bill Clinton. You retirees — more than 
five million of you — are now paying taxes 
on as much as 85 percent of your Social 
Security benefits. Many of you married 
couples are now paying thousands of dol- 
lars more in taxes than you would if you 
got divorced. Tens of thousands of you 
entrepreneurs and small business owners 
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are now paying the highest tax rates. You 
— yes, you — ordinary, middle-class work- 
ing families lost many familiar deductions 
and are paying significantly more in taxes. 
How can this be?? This Administration 
said they were only going to raise taxes on 
“the very richest Americans.” The top 1 
percent. Oh, then it was the top 1.2 per- 
cent; and soon it was the top 2 percent. It 
was “those families who make over 
$200,000 a year” — which quickly 
dropped down to those who make 
$125,000 a year. Or it was “those who 
benefitted unfairly in the eighties.” 
(Although I haven't heard that one lately 
from those who benefitted from certain 
Arkansas savings & loans in the eighties.) 
Yes, many of you were happy to see the 
top earners — however they were defined 
— take a hit. Finally, someone was going 
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to make those mean, selfish, heartless, 
cruel and evil rich people fork it over. 
Good! you thought. They deserve it! 

But I warned you: Never be happy about 
anyone else’s taxes going up. The only truly 
good news about taxes is when yours go 
down. Higher taxes are almost always pre- 
sented as just affecting the rich. Yet invari- 
ably, the money comes out of the pockets 
of those in the middle class ... because that, 
my friends, is where the money is. According 
to the Heritage Foundation, during the 
past four decades, the federal income tax 
burden on a family of four as a share of 
family income has increased by over 300 
percent. The average American family with 
children in 1950 paid only 2 percent of its 
income to the federal government in taxes. 
Today that family pays 24.5 percent. When 
state and local taxes are included, according 
to Heritage, the government now takes 
37.6 percent of the income of the average 
family with children. 


nfortunately, too many 
Americans have a knee-jerk, 
emotional reaction to the 
prospect of taxing the hell 
out of the rich. I call this growing senti- 
ment “get-even-with-’em-ism,” and it Is 
poison. Those who cheer it fail to examine 
the discredited economic idea behind it: 
the attempt to redistribute wealth. This 
has never succeeded in any country, at any 
time, for any reason. But with their willing 
accomplices in the media, the Democrats 
have convinced many Americans that 
wealth is a “pie” they've got to get their 
“piece of,” and that the way to do it is to 
make rich folks’ pieces smaller. 

Wrong-o. Let’s look at what is quite 
inconvenient for the politics of envy and 
class warfare: the facts. 

The fact is: soaking the rich does not work. 
History shows that raising the tax rates on 
the rich does not result in greater tax rev- 
enues from the rich. This is a fundamental 














law of economics, and perhaps because it is 
an irony and a paradox, it is an idea gov- 
ernments just can’t seem to learn. They 
just, to coin a phrase, dont get it. 


want to quote from an intriguing 
book, which traces this same tax- 
ing error from age to age. Charles 
Adams’ For Good and Evil: The 
Impact of Taxes on the Course of 
Civilization (Madison Books) cites an old 


Taoist text: 
A king was having a discussion with a spiritual- 


ly developed one and asked, “What should I do 
when my government does not have enough 
money to do all the important things?” The devel- 
oped one replied, “Use the ancient time-honored 
tax method of taking a tenth from the people’s 
production,” was the answer. “Taking two tenths is 
still not enough, not to mention one,” said the 
king. “Decrease the tax, attract people to till 
the land, and invest in your country. This 
means increase the revenue by decreasing it. 
When all the people have enough, the government 
has enough. When people do not have enough, 
how can the government have enough? Too much 


tax is self-robbery.” 


Ah, wisdom. And unfortunately for 
mankind, wisdom that has all too often 
been trampled on. There are not, appar- 
ently, sufficient “spiritually developed 
ones’ to go around. History is replete with 
the misery, displacement and upheaval 
that results when citizens are not protected 
from the grasping clutches of their govern- 
ment tax collectors. 

But this idea is not just ancient history. 
Remember the Boston Tea Party? The 
American Revolution? Rebellion against 
confiscatory taxes, and especially “taxation 
without representation,” was the heartbeat 
of America’s birth. Unfortunately, taxation 
with representation is just as heinous. 

The U.S. Treasury learned the lesson 
again early this century, according to 
Charles Adams. The surtax, or progressive 
income tax rate, escalated from 7 percent 
in 1916 to 77 percent in 1921 — yet pro- 
duced almost the same amount of revenue: 


Year Rate Taxes paid Returns filed 
at progressive rate 

1916 7% $81,404,194 1296 

1921 77% $84,'797,344 246 

INcomMES OvER $300,000 


This, my friends, is an absolutely amaz- 
ing statistic, and it reveals so much about 
economic activity, human behavior, and 
the consequences of confiscatory taxation 
— which I will come back to in a moment. 


The fact is: cutting taxes works every time 
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its tried. The evidence is pervasive. In his 
speech to the Economic Club of New York 
in December, 1962 (for which we named 
him an honorary dittohead), President 
John Kennedy stated: “It is a paradoxical 
truth that tax rates are too high today and 
tax revenues are too low and the soundest 
way to raise revenues in the long run is to 
cut rates now.” Congress passed Kennedy's 
income tax cut in 1964, decreasing tax 
rates by a third ... and over the next eight 
years tax revenues doubled. The tax cut 
unleashed enormous economic growth, 
with unemployment dropping to under 
three percent. 

The identical consequences followed the 
Reagan tax cuts. In the eeevil 1980s, when 
Ronald Reagan was supposedly gutting the 
government, and selfish and greedy rich 
people were reportedly getting a free ride, 
federal tax receipts doubled, from $517 bil- 
lion in 1980 to $1,031 billion in 1990. 

I find it amusing to read the hand- 
wringing editorials in The New York Times 
on the horrible effects about to befall New 
Jersey as a result of the new tax cuts suc- 
cessfully marshalled through the state leg- 
islature by Republican Governor Christie 
Todd Whitman. But how is she going to 
make up the lost revenues? moans the Times. 
Excuse me, esteemed editors, but here’s a 
prediction — quite safe, as predictions go: 
New Jersey will see more tax revenues pour 
in as a result of the tax cut. 

The reason is simple. People use their 
own money more wisely, invest it more 
prudently, put it in play to better effect, 
than government can ever hope to. The 
economic activity that results from citizens 
who control their own wealth is explosive, 
with an exponential effect on the entire 
economy. And the side benefit for govern- 


ment is that the increased economic activi- 
ty brings in, without coercion, much 
greater tax revenues to the coffers. 

I guarantee you that the first reaction of 
any liberal who reads this will be disbelief 
— this information directly contradicts a 
central, fervently-held notion of liberalism. 
It is important, my friends, to relentlessly 
pursue the truth here, since people need 
the facts on this issue in particular to 
correctly assess the current economic 
(and political) situation. Let’s look specifi- 
cally at the taxes paid by “the rich.” Study 
this closely. 


olks, the truth is (and if you're 
a liberal, please make sure you 
are sitting down) — the 
wealthiest Americans paid more, 
not less, in taxes in the 1980s. The idea that 
the rich didn’t pay “their fair share” in the 
eighties — and thus must be punished for 
it now — is the guiding mantra of current 
tax policy. But it is false. 

According to the Tax Foundation in 
Washington, the richest one percent of 
taxpayers — those with annual incomes 
over $250,000 — paid 18 percent of all 
income taxes in 1980. But by 1990, the 
crowning year of the Decade of Greed, the 
portion that the top one percent paid had 
grown to 25 percent of all federal income 
taxes — a huge increase. Conversely, the 
7.4 percent of the total burden that the 
bottom half of wage earners paid in 1980 
had shrunk to only 5.6 percent in 1990. 
Hmmm. Looks to me as if the rich did not 
wrench their economic success “off the 
backs of the poor,” after all — despite 
what you've heard during the last 


continued on page 16 
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Folks, 
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“If I could be the ‘condom queen’ and get 

every young person who is engaged in sex 

to use a condom, I would wear a crown on 

my head with a condom on it. I would!” 
— JOYCELYN ELDERS, SURGEON GENERAL, 
QUOTED IN THE BERKSHIRE (MA) EAGLE 

This addition to her uniform would, 
no doubt, continue to give Dr. Elders 


o 
protection from actual thought. 


“The Medicaid system must have 
been developed by a white male slave 
owner. It pays for you to be pregnant 
and have a baby, but it won't pay for 

much family planning.” 
— JOYCELYN ELDERS, QUOTED IN 
THE NEW YORK TIMES 
My friends, the Medicaid system 
was developed by the Democrats. 
So perhaps Dr. Elders has swerved 


into the truth. 


“This is not a sport; this is a 
solemn responsibility.” 

— BILL CLINTON, ON SEX, SPEAKING WITH 
JUNIOR HIGH STUDENTS IN WASHINGTON, D.C., 
QUOTED IN NEWSDAY 
Spoken like a true Olympic gold 


medal winner. 


“The planet has its own ideas. It 
simply wants to balance itself. It wants 
to shake off the disharmony. ... Maybe 

that telephone smashed because you 
spent too much time on it. Or the 
bookcase was left standing because 
you should read more. ... When we abuse 
our inner conflicts, the Earth reacts. 
This is a law, not a belief.” 
— SHIRLEY MACLAINE, ACTRESS, QUOTED 
IN THE KANSAS CITY STAR 
The Earth does not care, or know about 


your inner conflicts, Ms. MacLaine. This is 


a law, not a belief. 
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“T have never in my whole life encountered 


any individual, and I include both of them 
in that, who had impressed me so deeply 
and so profoundly with their presence and 
their availability and the possibility that 
they could if people helped and supported 
them lead this country out of the ... 
morass.... I came out of the room, and I 
was shaking.” 
— DONALD SUTHERLAND, ACTOR, ON MEETING 
THE CLINTONS, ON “THE CHARLIE ROSE SHOW” 
Perhaps it was the planet, siv. 


“The beauty of the special counsel is that he 
has to prove criminal wrongdoing, and not 
only criminal wrongdoing, but criminal 
intent, and I think, you know, everyone is 
certain that doesn’t exist with the Clintons.” 
— ELEANOR CLIFT ON “THE MCLAUGHLIN GROUP” 
Like most journalists, Ms. Clift is 
certain that only Republicans are 
capable of criminal intent. 


“Clinton is also the best president we've 
had in a long time. That is the unspoken 
reason the sex charges haven't received as 
much play as you might expect. Reporters 
are patriots .... Few journalists want to 
see the president crippled now that he is 
making some progress cracking large, 
intractable domestic problems.” 
— MICKEY Kaus IN THE NEW REPUBLIC 
I guess, if Reagan was the Teflon 
President, this would make Clinton 
the Astroturf President. 


“If you went through the newsrooms of 
America and screamed, “Will all Repub- 


licans please raise their hands,’ youd go 


long and far without seeing many hands.” 


— STEPHEN SMITH, KNIGHT-RIDDER WASHING- 


3 44 


TON NEWS EDITOR, ON C-SPAN’S “JOURNALISTS’ 
ROUNDTABLE” 


No kidding. (Really?) 


| don’t make this stuff up 
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“Most of it has nothing to do with me.... 
I have really nothing to do with it, and 
they'll have to do whatever they're going to 
do in whatever time they’te going to do it.” 
— BILL CLINTON, ON THE WHITEWATER MaD- 
ISON PROBE, QUOTED IN THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
The buck never got there. 


“T sought his advice as to what I should 
do. I didn’t seek his advice as to what he 
should do. He knows what he should do, 

and he didn’t seek my advice as to what he 
should do. So the subject of what he 
should do remains very much with him. I 
asked him what I should do. He said, 
‘Keep doing what youre doing.’ Which is 
what I’m doing.” 

— MARIO CUOMO, ON MEETING WITH REP. 
CHARLES RANGEL ON HEALTH-CARE LEGISLATION, 
QUOTED IN THE NEW YORK TIMES UNDER THE 
HEADLINE, “GREAT MOMENTS IN LOCUTION” 
I guess youll have to do whatever you're 
going to do in whatever time youre going 
to do it while remaining very much with 
yourself when you do it, whatever that is. 


“It’s obvious that he genuinely likes mys- 
teries and is very knowledgeable about 
them. But you can’t really peg him.” 
— DEBORA KNUTSON OF MYSTERY BOOKS IN 
WASHINGTON, D.C., AS REPORTED IN 7HE NEW 
YORK TIMES BOOK REVIEW AFTER THE PRESIDENT 
PURCHASED FOUR BOOKS THERE: JHE CURIOUS 
EAT THEMSELVES; THE DEEP END; BAD LOVE; 
AND THE CONCRETE BLONDE 
Can't really peg him?? Well, those titles 
might lend a few clues. 


“We don’t have an administration policy 
on long-run fiscal policy at the moment.” 
— ALICE RIVLIN, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF THE 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, QUOTED . 
IN THE WASHINGTON POST iets ene 

Folks, they admit il seth Oe Aaa 











My conversation with 





Elizabeth 


The Congressional Budget Of 
fice says that in 2004, when 
the Clinton health plan 
is fully phased in, it 
will increase federal 
taxes by $566 bil- 
lion. I recently spoke with Dr. 
Elizabeth McCaughey, John M. 
Olin Fellow at the Manhattan 
Institute, to find out if this dis- 
tinguished scholar thinks wed get 

our moneys worth. 


Rush: You have read the Clinton 
health care plan page by page. 
McCaughey: Oh, yes — many 
times. It’s quite dog-eared. In fact, 
I’m on my second copy. The first one fell apart. 
Rush: Do you know of anybody else in aca- 
demia or government who has probably read 
this plan as extensively as you have? 
McCaughey: | think there are several peo- 
ple in the White House who have, people 
who worked on the committee. And I hope 
some members of Congress have. I know 
most haven't. But it’s very important that 
members who have the most to say 
about health reform, who chair the most 
important committees, read this bill carefully 
and know what it says. 
Rush: The stark contrast is that here you've read 
it, and yet you 
have an inter- 
pretation that dif- 
fers diametrically 
from that of- 
fered by those who wrote 
it. How do you explain that? 
McCaughey: I’m not sure 
how different my interpreta- 
tion is. When my analysis, 
“No Exit,” first appeared in The New Republic, the 
White House issued a nine-page rebuttal in 
which they labeled many of my statements 
“lies,” “patent lies,” and “deliberate lies.” But if 
you look closely at their rebuttal, after calling each 
of my contentions a lie, they then restated what I had 
said using euphemistic language. They didn’t disprove 
what I said — they just put a positive spin on it. 
When I responded to the White House rebuttal with a 
point-by-point discussion of each of the issues they had raised, 
including the page numbers and quotes from the bill, I never heard 
from them again. So I don't think that the White House is denying 
what I said. They just seem to be avoiding a debate on what I’ve said. 
Rush: Why do you think they reacted so venomously to your inter- 
pretation — / he New Republic called it “having a cow’? What is the 
reason for their so personal response to you? 
McCaughey: I’m shocked at the personal nature of their response 
since it seems inconsistent with the democratic process. We should be 


McCaughey 





Rush: This Administration doesn’t want 


any dissent where the health plan 

is concerned. Look at the insurance 
companies. Look at poor old Harry 
and Louise, a couple of actors. They're 





attacking actors playing roles! 


able to have a civilized discussion about 
the contents of the bill and what it will 
mean when youre sick. 

Rush: Dr. McCaughey, you've nailed 
it. We've seen that the fine American 
art of dissent is not to be tolerated 
where this plan is concerned. Look at the insurance 
companies. Look at poor old Harry and Louise, a cou- 
ple of actors. Theyre attacking actors playing roles! 
This Administration doesn’t want dissent. You men- 
tion “the democratic process,” which goes to the heart 
of what's at stake here. They don’t want the democrat- 
ic process to be involved at any level. 

McCaughey: And it’s important to understand that 
health reform — how to improve what is already the 
best health delivery system in the world — is a diff- 
cult task. It’s complex. It requires many different areas 
of expertise. So we can't afford to silence any point of view or any 
source of additional information and insight. 

Rush: Well, if your goal is reforming the health care system, you're 
right. But if your goal is something else, such as co-opting one-sev- 
enth of the U.S. economy for your own political legacy and your own 
ideological dreams, then that’s a separate item. The “health care system 
has been portrayed as a crisis by this Administration, but that’s a tech- 
nique they use to spur action. What is the status of the American 
health care and health coverage system? 

McCaughey: We have the best health care system in the world. If 
youre seriously ill, the best place to be is in America. We are number 
one in cure rates for cervical cancer, uterine cancer, stomach cancer; 
were second to none in the treatment of heart disease. What’s 
required are some reforms of the health insurance industry and of our 
legal system. One, I would like to see 
changes in the medical liability and 
tort reform system so doctors don't 
feel compelled to practice wasteful 
defensive medicine. Two, Id like to 
see tax fairness, so the self-employed 
or the worker employed by a small 
company can get the same tax 
breaks, and pay for insurance with 
the same pre-tax dollars, that the 
worker in a big company does. Three, I’d like to see some changes in 
insurance laws to afford greater portability, so when you change jobs 
you dont have to worry that you won't be covered in your new job. 
Aside from that, we're doing an excellent job. 

Under the reform proposals now in Congress, the Cooper bill and 
the Clinton bill both hinge on a concept called “community rating,” 
which means everyone inside a certain geographic area pays the same 
price for health coverage. One price for all. Same price for everybody. 
Rush: Who's within the alliance. 

McCaughey: Yes; regardless of your medical history or current 
medical condition. This means the young subsidize the old; it means 
the 28-year-old who's just entering the job market and has small 
health care needs will pay the same rate as the 50-year-old who has 
higher health needs, but also has higher earning capacity. People who 
now receive Medicaid will also become part of this community-rated 
pool. So the average working family is going to pay a Aigher insurance 
premium. Part of the premium will cover their own health care needs, 
but another part is a subsidy to provide universal coverage for people 
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who are now supported on the federal budget. So the regional 
alliances in the Clinton plan, which are called HPpcs {health plan 
purchasing cooperatives] in the Cooper bill, include a hidden, regres- 
sive, anti-urban tax. When you shift Medicaid recipients, drug users, 
teen mothers, HIV patients, low-birth-weight babies, people with seri- 
ous, ongoing health needs off the federal budget into purchasing 
pools, the worker will be hit with an enormous premium, and only 
part of it will cover the needs of his family. A lot of it is a hidden tax. 
Rush: It is a tax. If the government's going to mandate it, it's a tax. 
‘McCaughey: Yes, but remember, the Cooper bill doesn’t mandate 
anything. Still, community rating is the antithesis of the principles of 
the Democratic party because it’s regressive — the rich guy and the 
poor guy pay the same amount — and it’s anti-urban, because people 
will figure out very quickly that if you live in or near a city you pay 
the highest premiums to get the least amount of health care because 
so much of what you're paying will support the inner city poor. 
Rush: What about doctors and nurses who may not want to practice 
in urban areas within the alliances, who say, “I'd rather practice in 
some clean, quiet place like Little Rock, so ’'m going to move.” 
McCaughey: Many are already making this decision. 

Rush: If doctors are denied access to free market opportunities to 
earn a living, then what, other than the varying degrees of altruism 
that individuals have, is going to see to it that there’s adequate med- 
ical staff in areas that few people would choose to live? 
McCaughey: It’s a very serious problem. This bill contains huge 
disincentives for doctors to continue to practice medicine and even 
greater disincentives for anyone to go into medical care in the future. 
The quality of future medical care is seriously imperiled by this bill. 
I'll give you three examples. First, the bill legally limits to 45 percent 
the number of young doctors graduating from medical school who 
can go on to study any specialty, who can go on to advanced training 
in any field of medicine. The reasoning behind this is that doctors 
who dont learn sophisticated, advanced, high-tech medicine, which is 
more costly, can’t use it. But this is a lethal way of limiting future 
medical consumption. Limiting what future doctors can know cant 
possibly be an improvement. So that’s the first limitation. 

Second, under this bill, regional 
health officials will set the fees that doc- 
tors outside HMOs, outside pre-paid 
plans, can earn each year. There is no 
limit on how low the government off- 
cials can set those fees. There’s no protection for doctors 
in this plan. No due process. No criteria are established in 
the bill for how these fees will be set. So people entering 
medicine or highly trained people now considering what 
their futures will be can only see a downside to practicing medicine. 
Rush: Why then would somebody want to go into medicine? 
McCaughey: | can’t imagine it, under this bill. I can’t imagine that 
really smart, ambitious, hard-working people would be encouraged to 
practice medicine under this bill. The third limitation will have dev- 
astating consequences for future medical technology and the search 
for new cures. Under this bill, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services is empowered to set what is called a “fair price” for any new 
drug introduced into the marketplace. 

Rush: By fiat? 

McCaughey: By fiat. That's right. A “fair price.” 

Rush: Donna Shalala would decide?! 

McCaughey: Yes. Any drug that’s introduced will have a market 
price, the price the manufacturer puts on the drug. But it will also 
have this “fair price.” The law will require the manufacturer to pay a 
rebate to the federal government for every unit of the drug sold to a 
Medicare-eligible patient. Any producer who balks at paying the 
rebate will have his drug rendered ineligible for Medicare reimburse- 
ment, that is, blacklisted. In the short run this will mean that people 





McCaughey: If you have a health plan 


you like, and doctors your 
family relies on, you have 
a great deal to lose under 
the Clinton plan. 







over 65 will be deprived of access to the latest drugs, new drugs such 
as ‘lachrine, an effective drug for Alzheimer's that’s just entering 
the marketplace. But the long-term consequence is that 
investment in the search for new cures will be seriously 

retarded. The formula the Secretary will use to deter- 

mine the “fair price” of this drug does not include the 

overall cost of investing in the search for new cures. 

The Secretary will take into consideration the pro- 

duction costs of the new drug, the research costs 

of the drug, and perhaps what similar drugs in 

other countries cost. But as anyone who has 

looked into biotechnology realizes, for every 

drug that makes it to the marketplace, at least 

500 others dead-end somewhere along the research 

process, with zero return to investors. So to limit the 

profitability, the return on investment to the one drug 

that reaches the marketplace, means that no one will 

invest in the search for new cures. This will limit for 

generations the quality of medical treatment. 

Rush: It will also render practically impotent the 

U.S. pharmaceutical industry, one of our stars. 

McCaughey: And not only one of our 

stars, but the source of ninety percent of 

the funds for the research into new cures. 

Ninety percent of research and development 

in medical care comes from the private sec- 

tor, the pharmaceutical business, not from 

the government. 

Rush: [ had planned to ask what you 

considered the most frightening aspects 

of the plan. I assume you've just listed them, 

those three. Are there others? 

McCaughey: Let’s talk about privacy. Because 

almost every one of us has had a personal medical 

problem that we wanted to keep just between us 

and our doctor. But under this bill, when you walk 

into a doctor's office 

for treatment, you have to 

show him your health securi- 

ty card. If you don’t have 

a card, he must begin 

enrollment procedures right 

there. Once he provides treat- 

ment for you for any of the 

services listed in the plan, 

he must be paid by the plan. He must submit the 

charge to your health plan. You cant just pay your 

doctor and walk out of the office. He’s required to 

get paid by the plan, not directly by you, and he 

must report your visit to a databank containing 

the medical histories of all Americans. 

Rush: Wait, wait, wait! This is the United States of 

America we're talking about? 

McCaughey: Right. If he doesn't, he faces a $10,000 fine 

for not reporting your visit to the databank, and another $10,000 
fine for not submitting the charge to your plan. On privacy, the bill 
says: “All disclosures of individually identifiable information shall be 
limited to the minimum amount of information necessary to accom- 
plish the purpose for which the information is being disclosed.” I 
hope that makes you feel better. 

Rush: Right. This whole conversation is making me feel better. 
McCaughey: Privacy is a real concern under the bill. You can’t 
have that one-on-one relationship you now have with your doctor. 
Rush: But the President and Senator Rockefeller have both denied 








that there are any new so-called “crimes” in their bill. The President 
said this was not his intention, and if there’s any misunderstanding 
that the bill can be amended. At which point Jay Rockefeller says, “I 
think youd better go talk to your wife about this.” 

McCaughey: Good point! Here’s something else I think readers 
should definitely understand about this bill. The bill imposes price 
controls, price limits on what you can pay for a health plan. 

Rush: Most consumers like that, Dr. McCaughey. 

McCaughey: I'd like to explain why it’s not a good idea. 

Rush: Please do, because as I travel, I find most people think that 
anything that’s going to make things cheaper for them is better. It 
ought to be universally understood that price controls don’t work, but 
che eoonemate Cducation inchs country is woefully inept. 
McCaughey: Limiting how much you are allowed to pay for a 
health plan limits how much is in the pot to take care of you when 
youre sick. That was the point of the Tv ads that drew the wrath of 
the First Lady. Harry and Louise are at the kitchen table discussing 
what price controls on health premiums will do. 
Louise says, “But what if there’s not enough 
money? I mean, what happens then?” That ad 
was right on point. Price controls on premiums 
will mean there's too little in that pot to take care 
of you when youre sick. There will be long waits 
for treatment, and rationing. 

Rush: There's just not an infinite amount of 
money to cover the host of medical services peo- 
ple will try to access if they think it’s free. 
McCaughey: One of the problems with guar- 
anteeing universal health care is that there will be 
abuses. If we want to encourage wise consump- 
tion of medical care, we should encourage people 
to spend their own money on routine medical 
care and provide catastrophic coverage only. 
Rush: Let’s assume we've got the health care 
plan as it’s written, in place. Look at Prank Sina- 
tra at his Richmond, Virginia concert where, 
after performing in an overheated auditorium, he 
collapsed. He was obviously outside his home alliance, which would 
be Palm Springs, C California. What if he didn't have his health care 
card? Do you expect Frank Sinatra to walk around with a health card? 
When he collapsed, four doctors in the audience rushed to the stage 
and came to his aid, thereby violating the tenets of the plan. 
McCaughey: He has no problem as long as he doesn’t try to give 
them any money! 

Rush: Let’s say you live in Michigan in summer and in winter you 
go down to Florida. What is your home alliance? 

McCaughey: That is a problem. Even college students who are no 
longer dependent on their families will have to register twice a year, 
once for their summer alliance, and once for their winter alliance. 
Rush: You've got to be kidding! 

McCaughey: It’s complicated how people who live in different 
places at different times of the yeat will quality for care in this bill. 
Rush: What happens if you're on vacation? Let’s say you go to 
Florida for a week. Is your health card transferrable to that alliance? 
McCaughey: It will depend on the rules of the particular health 
plan in which youre enrolled. But almost all these health plans. limit 
you to emergency care when youre outside your own alliance. 

Rush: The employer mandate will supposedly pay eighty percent of 
all health care costs, and the employee will pay twenty percent. Yet 
every ‘bodys going to get one of these cards “that can never be taken 
away.” Now who pays for the unemployed under this plan? 
McCaughey: But workers pay the entire bill, not just twenty per- 
cent. All reports indicate that at least eighty-five percent of the 
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employer mandate comes out of the worker's pocket. It’s passed on to 
him in the form of lower wages, less take-home pay, fewer fringe ben- 
efits. So don’t think the company is paying: the workers are. Inside 
the regional alliance that’s the linchpin of the Clinton plan are: the 
unemployed, certain Medicaid recipients, and workers. Government 
pays the premium for people on Medicaid and the unemployed. But 
their premium is far lower than their health care needs. The slack is 
taken up by the worker, who is paying a far higher premium than hed 
have to pay to cover his family’s health care. 

We hear that it’s necessary to curb health care spending in order to 
make our products competitive in the world marketplace. This argu- 
ment is bogus. Because the employer mandate is passed on to the 
employee, the spending on health care does not increase the price of 
American products. The net price of an American product is the same 
whether the labor cost is in the form of real wages, or health care ben- 
efits, or other fringe benefits. Even the CBO report made it very clear 
that the Clinton bill and the other reform bills will have no impact on 
the balance of trade. Reducing health care con- 
sumption by premium caps or any of the other 
devices promoted this year will have no impact 
on the competitiveness of American products. 
Rush: It’s part of the Clinton “crisis” mentality 
that is eee toward frightening people i into 
action. If you tell people something’s going to 
improve their economic plight, they're more like- 
ly to support it. Suppose I want to go to the 
Mayo Clinic after the Clinton plan has been 
implemented. Will there be one? 

McCaughey: That will depend on the rules of 
the plan you sign up with. But it will be detri- 
mental to specialty medical care at places like 
Mayo, and other high-quality, high-tech 
providers of medical care, our finest hospitals. 
The limits on what can be spent for technology 
will retard the advance of medical progress. 
Rush: Do you think that the Clinton health 
care plan will survive and be implemented with 
the alliances and the employer mandate? 

McCaughey: No. Americans are starting to understand — despite 
a lack of detailed, accurate knowledge about the plan — that if you 
have a health plan you like, and doctors your family relies on, you 
have a great deal to lose under the Clinton plan. The government will 
require you to buy one of the low-budget health plans offered by the 
regional alliance where you live. It won't be enough to pay the 
mandatory premium. Even after you do so, you wont be allowed to 
go outside the system and buy health care you think is better. 

Rush: Do you suppose that the Clintons knew this all along, and 
they proposed something extreme, intending to settle for what 
appears to be less, but it’s still much more than we ever thought wed 
have in the country? Is this one step back, to get two steps forward? 
McCaughey: I don’t think so. I’m hoping now, since there are so 
many proposals in Congress, that members from both parties will 
unite behind a certain number of immediate reforms that have broad 
support. For example, medical liability and tort reform, tax fairness, 
and portability. And then we'll put a brake on the rest of these wilder 
reforms — which are literally overhauls of our health care system. 
We'll say: Let's stop and watch the valuable experiments in the states; 
let’s learn more about the principles involved before we embark on 
this kind of upheaval; and let’s be very respectful of this system. We 
deliver the finest health care in the world. We have the finest trained 
doctors. Let's not change this system rashly or imprudently. 

Rush: Dr. McCaughey, I suggest we make you health care czar. This 
has been enlightening, educational, and informative. is 
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DISCIPLINE BY QUOTA 

Last month I told you about Florida’s 
A&M University, where scholarships are 
being awarded to students with poor atten- 
dance, grades, behavior — even criminal 
records! This item may beat that. Recently, 
Cincinnati schools instituted a tough disci- 
plinary code. Students who disrupted classes 
were given stiff penalties, and chronic 
offenders were suspended for up to 80 days. 
We can't have that! Now the disciplinary 
code is in heap big trouble. Charges have 
been leveled that the code has a “disparate 
impact” — more black students are penal- 
ized than white students. A proposed court 


settlement would solve the “problem” by 
requiring that records be kept of the race and 
gender of the teacher — and of the student 
— involved in the disciplinary act. These 
records would be used to evaluate teachers, 
to determine whether they are given raises, 
sensitivity training ... or the axe. What will 
be the result? Black kids will not be disci- 
plined. Plain and simple. What teacher in 


his or her right mind would want to appear 


to be racist? So we have a disciplinary quota 
program. If this stupid, liberal policy is 
adopted, A&M University won't have any 
trouble recruiting problem kids for their 
scholarships. Cincinnati will be full of ’em. 








Doom 


Brace yourselves, folks — 
I’ve got bad news for you. 
Ready? : 

Mankind is doomed. Gone. 
Finished. Kaput. Womankind, 


.too. How do I know this? 


Because a study was released at 
the annual meeting of the 
American Association for the 
Advancement of Science that 
found the earth’s land, water, 
and cropland are disappearing. 
And there’s even worse news. If 
we don’ slash world population 
from 5.5 billion to two billion 
or fewer by the year 2100, we're 
in big trouble. 

David Pimentel, an ecologist 
at Cornell University, says if the 
world’s current population 
trends continue, we face a 
worldwide scenario of “absolute 
misery, poverty, disease, and 
starvation.” This wise prophet 
adds that “there is no way out 
of it. There are just insufficient 
resources for these people [of 
the future] to live like we do 
today.” Pimentel asserts “there 
are no technological solutions 
to be found. We can never 
replace fossil fuel.” 

So, folks, sometime between 
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“JUVENILE CRIME IS REALLY GETTING OUT OF HAND!... SOME KIDS JUST TOOK 
A BITE OUT OF MCGRUFFI" 





now and 2100, we've got to kill 
off a few billion people so the 
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No SucKING SOUND 

Last fall, some of you were calling me in a 
huff, sending me nasty e-mail, threatening to 
never listen to me again ... all because I sup- 
ported NAFTA. I was steadfast, as always. I 
told you NAFTA would create jobs, not just 
for America, but for Canada and Mexico. I 
told you Perot had it wrong, long before 
Algore skunked him in debate. Did you lis- 
ten? No. Now from Ford World, an employee 
publication, comes this headline: “Ford 
Expands With NAFTA.” The article states: 
“Ford will create the equivalent of 1000 jobs 


in the U.S. and Canada and will re-activate 
300 jobs in Mexico by increasing exports 
and adding a Mexican production source for 
the new Ford Contour.” An additional 5000 
support jobs will be created by Ford’s action. 
In fact, vehicle exports to Mexico are expect- 
ed to reach over 50,000 a year by 1996. 
Chrysler announced plans to increase pro- 
duction in U.S. factories to meet Mexican 
demand. I told you this would be the 
result, right? So what were the guys at the 
AFL-CIO and their stooges in Congress 
really oppposed to? 


human race can survive. It’s 
that simple. Forget the health- 
care crisis ... forget worrying 
about the greed of the eighties 
... forget about condoms. This 


is really, really bad. 


... AND GLOOM 

Sir Roy Calne, professor of 
surgery at Cambridge Uni- 
versity, has predicted destruc- 
tion for the human race ... 
because medical advances have 
led to overpopulation. “World 
population,” says Sir Roy, “is 





increasing at a rate which is 
unsustainable. If we go on like 
this there will be conflict, mis- 
ery, and famine like there is in 
Somalia.” (Someone should 
explain to idiots like this that 
there has been conflict, misery, 
and famine since the beginning 
of time.) The doctor says 
parents all over the world 
should have no more than two 
offspring, since people are 
exhausting natural resources at 
an alarming rate. 

Here we go again. As I point- 
ed out in The Way Things 
Ought To Be, Paul Ehrlich pre- 
dicted these same worldwide 
disasters in his 1968 book The 
Population Bomb. Nothing 
Ehrlich wrote has come to pass, 
yet 26 years later here’s the 
same gobbledygook. The idea 
that we should stop progress is 
pure anti-capitalism. It has 
been scientifically proven that 
the population of the world 
could live four to a house in 
1500 square-foot homes — all 
within the state of Texas. And if 
the world’s population did live 
in Texas, they would be just 
fine. You know why? Capit- 


‘alism. The problem is not the 


unfair distribution of resources 
— the problem is the unfair 
distribution of capitalism! This 
stupid theory of overpopulation 
should have been dismissed 
long ago, but at least now you 
have me to call this stuff what 
it really is: science fiction. 


Too PATRIOTIC 

In-the latest edition of The 
New Republic, the liberal writer 
Mickey Kaus revisits Troop- 
ergate — which | have called 
Fornigate. Kaus concedes he’s 
persuaded that the sexual alle- 
gations raised about President 
Clinton are true. He also asks 
how reporters who have paid so 
much attention to Anita Hill 
and the accusors of Senator 
Bob Packwood can justify 
ignoring Paula Jones, who 
claims then-Governor Clinton 
sexually harrassed her. 

Kaus answers his own ques- 
tion this way: “Clinton is also 
the best President we've had in 
a long time. That is the unspo- 

continued... 


GUNS-FOR-GUNS 

Not long ago, many of you were thrilled 
about the Toys-for-Guns, Mattresses-for- 
Guns, Just-About-Anything-for-Guns 
amnesty programs sprouting up across the 
fruited plain. I told you these programs were 
another example of liberal “feel-good-ism,” 
symbolism over substance. The effect 
on crime would be nil, I said, and I 
made this prediction: Enterprising criminals 
would turn in worthless guns and 
use the amnesty money to buy new 
guns — which they would use to commit 
new crimes. 

Well, it has happened. The Philadelphia 
Inquirer reports that a handgun used to mur- 
der a Pennsylvania man “was bought on the 
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THE STUPIDEST 

There’s hysterical anger coming out of the 
West Wing of the White House. This time, 
it’s not aimed at the President. The Washing- 
ton Post has reported that after courting big 
business, Hillary Rodham Clinton has 
“changed course” and returned to name-call- 
ing and the blame game. In recent speeches, 
the First Lady has denounced the private sec- 
tor health care system, including insurance 
and drug companies, as being “rife with 
fraud, waste, and abuse.” Mrs. Clinton 
claims we confuse the fact that America has 
the finest physicians and hospitals in the 
world with the fact that we have “the stupid- 
est financing system for health care in the 
world.” And if anybody can identify who is 
stupid, it has to be the First Lady — the 
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street near a Camden police station with $50 
that police had just paid for an old shotgun 
during the county's gun amnesty program.” 
One of the three suspects — all of whom are 
under 18 years old — told investigators that 
the old shotgun they turned in was inopera- 
ble. Once they got the fifty bucks, say police, 
they bought a .25-caliber semi-automatic 
handgun and decided to commit robbery. 
Two days later, according to investigators, a 
nursing assistant on his way to work met the 
three youths. He’s dead now. 

No doubt the liberals will claim that the 
problem was the $50 amnesty payment. 
If only these poor youths had been given 
more money — they would not have been 
forced to rob anybody. 





smartest woman alive today ... maybe 
the smartest woman who’s ever lived! 
Mrs. Clinton’s angry response came after 
three major business associations — the 
Business Roundtable, the National Associ- 
ation of Manufacturers, and the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce gave the Clintons’ 
health-care proposal a thumbs-down. She 
is also bullying actors who play the roles 
of ordinary citizens who disagree with 
her health scandal-er, plan. So — a 
question. What do you have to do to 
make the smartest woman in the 
world, maybe the smartest woman 
who’s ever lived, angry with you and 
treat you as a villain? The answer is 
simple. Just disagree with her. I guess she 
just doesn’t beleive in the fine art of dissent. 
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THE DAFFICIT 

The President was glad to learn the deficit 
projection for next year is now under $180 
billion. That’s over $120 billion lower than 
what was projected when he pushed through 
his massive tax increase. He says there’s good 
economic news because his plan is working. 
A few points. First, $180 billion is still bil- 
lions more than any of the eeevil deficits 
Reagan ever ran up. Second, the lower pro- 
jections had nothing to do with Clinton 
because, except for the gas tax, his plan 
hadn't had time to affect anything yet. 


Third, don’t forget he thought the economy 
was so bad it needed $16 billion in “stimu- 
lus” spending to jump-start things, but 
Senate Republicans defeated it, killing more 
deficit spending. Fourth, could it be (though 
conservatives have been ridiculed for years 
for claiming this) that economic growth is 
key to loweriny deficits? Fifth, the President 
told you last year you werent going to get 
your middle-class tax cut because hex found 
out the deficit was oing to be bigger than 
he'd been told. Since the deficit is lower, will 
you get your tax cut now? Hmmm?? 





SAUDI SALE 

Commerce Secretary Ron Brown, former 
Democrat chief spin doctor, was outright 
brazen recently when spinning the story 
of the $6 billion sale of jets to Saudi 
Arabia. Brown told reporters that the “shack- 
les” of the last decade had at last been 
taken off — that finally we have a President 
who understands how important exports 
are. Brown claimed it was only the leader- 
ship of Bill Clinton that made the 
deal possible. 

The sale of these planes to the Saudis will 
benefit America. And nobody is happier 
about that than me. It’s good for job cre- 


ation, and good for the economy. But if you 
think it was Bill Clinton's “leadership” that 
pulled this off, you are wrong-o. 

Despite what Ron Brown claimed, Prince 
Bandar, Saudi envoy to the UN, did not 
attribute the deal to Bill Clinton. He credit- 
ed Saudi Arabia's relationship to America as 
a long-time military ally, and his country’s 
desire to remain strategically important — 
and safe from aggression. Translation: In the 
Gulf War, the U.S. saved the Saudi oil fields 
from Saddam Hussein ... This jet deal is a 
payback for the leadership of George Bush. 
Bill Clinton had zero, zilch, nada to do with 
it. And you can take that to the bank. 





Humpty Dumpty 

Believe it or not, folks, President Clinton 
wants to take his Sarajevo policy ... to 
American schools. According to The 
Washington Post, the President recently told 
reporters: “Finally it became possible to do 
this thing in Bosnia, because people realized 
Sarajevo was like Humpty Dumpty. And if 
Sarajevo was destroyed youd never put the 
pieces back together again.” The President 
then stated he thinks “psychologically people 
view schools that way.” A profound analysis! 


The President said the government should 
provide the “supporting tools” to back an 
ultimatum to be delivered to violent schools. 

I guess the President would tell violent 
schools that they are just like Humpty 
Dumpty, and if they wanted to keep 
from having a great fall, students better stop 
being mean. Then we would threaten the 
schools with air strikes if their weapons 
werent turned over to the United Nations 
forces. Clinton’s wild card for the schools? 
Russian troops. 





ken reason the sex charges 
haven't received as much play as 
you might expect. Reporters are 
patriots, too; it’s their dirty lit- 
tle secret. So [Paula] Jones 
didn’t make it onto CNN. The 
New York Times buried a five- 
inch story on her charges which 
featured Clinton’s characteristic 
find-the-loophole denial. Few 
journalists want to see the pres- 
ident crippled now that he is 
making some progress cracking 
large, intractable domestic 
problems.” 

Do you hear this?! The press 
thinks it’s patriotic to censor 
the truth about a Democrat 
President they agree with! So 
who, you ask, is in bed Presi- 
dent Clinton? That could be 
multiple choice, but one accu- 
rate answer has to be the main- 
stream liberal press. 


Just Say No DRuG WAR 

In the campaign, Clinton 
promised he'd name a strong 
drug czar who would “get 
things done.” The President's 
first action was to cut the drug 
office staff by over 80 percent. 

Now a survey by University 
of Michigan researchers has 
found drug use among Ameri- 
cas teens on the increase again, 
after declining throughout the 
eeevil eighties. In the last year, 
marijuana use has risen among 
junior high and high school 
students. LSD use is also up, as 
is the use of inhalants such as 
glue, solvents and aerosols. 

Charlie Rangel, Democrat 
from Harlem (for years a vocif- 
erous critic of Reagan and 
Bush) complained that in two 
decades in Congress he’s never 
seen an administration so silent 
on drug use. Drug Czar Lee 
Brown’s ineffectiveness — and 
Clinton’s lack of leadership — 
has angered the Black Caucus 
so much that they’ve joined 
Republicans in studying if the 
drug office should just be 
killed, period. Meanwhile, 
Joycelyn Elders says we should 
study legalizing drugs. In short, 
folks, the only war on drugs we 
have in America right now is 
Mrs. Clinton's war on the phar- 
maceutical industry. 
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Again and again, I refer to the House of Representatives as “the most corrupt institution in America.” Well, once more they have lived up to the 
charge. In February, the House voted to continue to exempt members of Congress from the independent counsel law. Why? “We must police our- 
selves,” they said. Well, what are the odds of that? Zilch, zero, nada, as it turns out. In early March, virtually the same House members voted to 
put off an internal review of what The Wall Street Journal calls “the biggest House criminal scandal in years,” the House Post Office scam. Rep. 


Ernest Istook (R, OK) wanted the Ethics Committee to finally probe the two-year-old embezzlement case. He lost, 238 to 186. Here are the people 





— your representatives, folks — who voted against an immediate investigation of the FHlouse Post Office scandal: 





Alabama: Bevill, D; Browder, D; 
Cramer, D; Hilliard, D 

Arizona: Coppersmith, D; English, D; 
Pastor, D 

Arkansas: Lambert, D; Thornton, D 

California: Becerra, D; Beilenson, D; 
Berman, D; Brown, D; Condit, D; 
Dellums, D; Dixon, D; Dooley, D; 
Edwards, D; Eshoo, D; Farr, D; 
Fazio, D; Filner, D; Hamburg, D; 
Harman, D; Lantos, D; Lehman, D; 
Martinez, D; Matsui, D; Miller, D; 
Mineta, D; Pelosi, D; Roybal-Aliard, 
D; Schenk, D; Stark, D; Torres, D; 
Tucker, D; Waters, D; Waxman, D; 
Woolsey, D . 

Colorado: Schroeder, D; Skaggs, D 

Connecticut: DeLauro, D; Gejdenson, 
D; Kennelly, D 

Florida: Bacchus, D; Brown, D; Deutsch, 
D; Gibbons, D; Johnston, D; Meek, 
D; Peterson, D; Thurman, D 

Georgia: Bishop, D; Darden, D; Lewis, 
D; McKinney, D; Rowland, D 

Hawaii: Abercrombie, D; Mink, D 

Idaho: LaRocco, D 

Illinois: Costello, D; Durbin, D; Evans, 
Dy Gutterrez, Dy Lipinski, D; 
Poshard, ~D; Reynolds, OD; 
Rostenkowski, D; Rush, D; 
Sangmeister, D 

Indiana: Long, D; McCloskey, D; 
Roemer, D; Sharp, D; Visclosky, D 

lowa: Smith, D 

Kansas: Glickman, D; Slattery, D 

Kentucky: Baesler, D; Barlow, D; 
Natcher, D 

Louisiana: Fields, D; Hayes, D; 
Jefferson, D; Tauzin, D 

Maine: Andrews, D 

Maryland: Cardin, D; Hoyer, D; 
Mfume, D; Wynn, D 

Massachusetts: Frank, D; Markey, D; 





Dick Gephardt (D — MO) 
House Majority Leader 
Championed “No” Vote 





Meehan, D; Moakley, D; Neal, D; 
Olver, D; Studds, D 

Michigan: Barcia, D; Bonior, D; Carr, 
D; Collins, D; Conyers, D; Dingell, 
D; Ford, D; Kildee, D; Levin, D; 
Stupak, D 

Minnesota: Minge, D; Oberstar, D; 
Sabo, D; Vento, D 

Mississippi: Thompson, D; Whitten, D 

Missouri: Clay, D; Danner, D; Gephardt, 
D; Volkmer, D; Wheat, D 

Montana: Williams, D 

Nebraska: Hoagland, D 

Nevada: Bilbray, D 

New Jersey: Andrews, D; Hughes, D; 
Klein, ID; Menendez, D; Pallone, D; 
Payne, D; Torricelli, D 

New Mexico: Richardson, D 

New York: Ackerman, D; Engel, D; 
Flake, D; Hinchey, D; Hoch- 
brueckner, D; Houghton, D; King, R; 
LaFalce, D; Lowey, D; Maloney, D; 
Manton, D; McNulty, D; Nadler, D; 
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Owens, D; Rangel, D; Schumer, D; 
Serrano, D; Slaughter, D; Towns, D; 
Velazquez, D 

North Carolina: Clayton, D; Hefner, 
D; Lancaster, D; Neal, D; Price, D; 
Rose, D; Valentine, D 

North Dakota: Pomeroy, D 

Ohio: Applegate, D; Brown, D; 
Fingerhut, D; Hall, D; Kaptur, D; 
Mann, D; Sawyer, D; Stokes, D; 
Strickland, D; Traficant, D 

Oklahoma: Brewster, D; McCurdy, D; 
Synar, D 

Oregon: DeFazio, D; Furse, D; 
Kopetski, D; Wyden, D 

Pennsylvania: Blackwell, D; Borski, D; 
Coyne, D; Foglietta, D; Holden, D; 
Kanjorski, D; Klink, D; McHale, D; 
Murphy, D; Murtha, D 

Rhode Island: Reed, D 

South Carolina: Clyburn, D; Derrick, 
D; Spratt, D 

South Dakota: Johnson, D 

Tennessee: Clement, D; Ford, D; 
Gordon, D; Tanner, D 

Texas: Brooks, D; Bryant, D; Chapman, 
D; Coleman, D; Edwards, D; Frost, 
D; Geren, D; Gonzalez, D; Green, D; 
Johnson, E.B., D; Laughlin, D; Ortiz, 
D; Pickle, D; Sarpalius, D; Tejeda, D; 
Wilson, D 

Utah: Orton, D; Shepherd, D 

Vermont: Sanders, | 

Virginia: Boucher, D; Moran, D; Payne, 
D; Pickett, D; Scott, D; Sisisky, D 

Washington: Cantwell, D; Dicks, D; 
Inslee, D; Kreidler, D; McDermott, 
D; Swift, D; Unsoeld, D 

West Virginia: Mollohan, D; Rahall, D; 
Wise, D 

Wisconsin: Barca, D; Barrett, D; 
Kleczka, D; Obey, D 

Source: The Wall Street Journal 























According to Me 





“Rush, Americans are stupid,” said a caller. His evidence? Congress. 
“You wouldnt invite them to your home. You wouldnt let them babysit 
your kids or handle your accounts. Yet we vote for them. Rush, 
Americans are flat-out stupid.” Thus began a raging debate, which 
affords me an opportunity to provide my brilliant societal analysis. 


merica leads the world in technological innovation, scien- 

tific breakthroughs, medical advances, commerce, military 

might. This is unarguable; these are not the fruits of a 
nation of stupid people. Such a sweeping indictment of the entire 
country’s level of intelligence contradicts my core beliefs; beliefs 
formed from my direct experi- 
ence and observation. 

Which is why I’ve taken the 
time to debate this question. 
Many of you are disgusted 
with what you see on TV and 
read in the papers. You find it 
hard to fathom what's happen- 
ing to the culture: the popular- 
ity of “gangsta” rap, advocating 
cop killing and abuse of 
women; daytime talk shows’ 
endless parade of human 
debris. I just saw an ad for a 
show on “Lesbians Who Beat 
Up Transvestites.” I’m not 
making this up. 

I have advanced the idea that 
elements of the jury system have been co-opted by a daytime TV 
mentality. Just think of recent high-profile court cases. We have the 
Menendez mistrials, though they admitted they shot their parents. 
We have Lorena Bobbitt, acquitted of “maliciously maiming” her 
sleeping husband, though she admitted she chopped off his penis. We 
have Damian Williams, acquitted of attempted murder, though a 
video showed him shattering the skull of his victim with a brick. His 
defense? The riot made him do it. He was convicted of felony may- 
hem. In each case, it was as if the jury became a talk show audience, 
the defendant the guest, and the defense attorney the host. Once the 
“host” led the “guest” to delve into his or her troubled past, detailing 
his or her “victimhood,” all could be excused. The “audience” was 
programmed to respond with forgiveness. 

I saw a TV interview with some of the female Menendez jurors 
shortly after the first mistrial. They actually expressed sympathy for 
the brothers because they no longer had their parents. “But they 
killed their parents!” 1 yelled at my set. A factual point apparently 
lost on those given the task to determine guilt or innocence. 

Compassion, my friends, is not justice. So it is perhaps under- 
standable that when you observe such inexplicable, irrational things 
you conclude that your fellow citizens must be idiots. But I want 
you to be very careful about this. I cautioned the fellow who first 
made the charge to not ever think of the American people as stupid. 
But a lot of my audience has said they agree with this guy. When I 
ask, “Are you stupid?” they answer, “Well, no.” “Oh, so youre an 
elitist — everyone else is stupid but you.” This is a dangerous incli- 
nation, folks, because it’s precisely what liberals do. They really 
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ARE AMERICANS STUPID? 


believe everyone else is stupid; nobody’s capable of making the right 
decisions; you aren't able to overcome life’s obstacles — that’s why 
you need liberals. But still, the question of whether Americans are 
stupid deserves exploration, because clearly, something is wrong. I 
have advanced a theory. What you see is not the result of stupidity; 
but it may be the result of the most sweeping prosperity any nation 
has ever known. 

A hundred years ago, the workday was sun up to sundown. At 
night, there was nothing to do but sleep, because you were dog 
tired. Many families had six or seven kids. There wasn’t much ille- 
gitimacy; there wasn't a lot of divorce. When people were working 
12 and 14 hours a day, there 
just wasn’t the social decay. 

We've become so prosperous 
as a nation, with so many peo- 
ple having so much idle time, 
that too many of us are bored. 
A 40-hour workweek? That 
was a vacation 100 years ago. 
Today your average union 
thug considers it overtime. 
Don't misunderstand. I am in 
no way blaming capitalism for 
social decay. I’m saying that 
our standard of living provides 
enormous leisure time: we 
simply don’t need to devote 
anywhere near as much time 
and effort as did in previous 
generations to support basic subsistence. Where do people find the 
time to go protest this and protest that? Where do they find the 
wherewithal to do things that don't generate income? Where do peo- 
ple get the time to watch TV day and night? Boredom requires a fix. 
The fact that a growing segment of society has chosen to pursue the 
prurient interests of entertainment is not the fault of capitalism or 
prosperity — it’s the fault of the individuals who lack a moral base. 


BoB GORELL IN THE RICHMOND TIMES-DISPATCH 


ever forget, friends, that the vast majority of Americans are 

not guests on the Sally Jesse Raphael show. Most Americans 

are busy producing, achieving — and enjoying life, raising 
their families, shouldering their responsibilities. So do not be dis- 
couraged. There are manifold signs that millions of productive citi- 
zens continue to hold the country intact — and many more are 
waking up to the values and ideals necessary to get things back on 
track. Bill Bennett’s Book of Virtues has been on the New York Times 
bestseller list for months. Conservative ideas are gaining a new 
foothold among young skulls full of mush. 

And then, my friends, there’s me. If anything should give 

you cheer, it is the enormous size of my 
audience — tens of millions of thinking, 
engaged citizens. Clearly, more and more 
of you are devoted with me to the relentless 
pursuit of the truth. So no, my friends — 
Americans are not stupid. Americans 
everywhere are, in fact, awakening from 
their long liberal slumber. 



































SPECIAL SECTION 


Research on the screw worm, which has 
been eradicated from the U.S. The screw 
worn may be gone, but as long as theres a 
Congress, the screwed will alwe ays be with us. 


Out 


International Fund for Ireland. In the past, 
this program has used American taxpayer 
dollars for a golf video and “pony trekking 
centers.” / propose a cultural exchange 
program, where Irish taxpayers would 
make a video for us. Lets see... how 
about water polo? 





Easing fish migration up the Sacramento 
River in California. Whar are we going to 
do, give them life vests? 





Folks, hidden in the 1994 appropriations bills are billions of dollars of nonsense. President 
Clinton recently signed, for example, an $11 billion California ear thquake-retief bill, But only 
$8.6 billion of that is for ae tual disaster aid. Also lurking in the bill is $203 milton for high- 


way “demonstration projects,” $1.4 million for Maine potato farmers, $1 million for endo 


legal counsel in ctvil rights suits...not te mention $10 million to renovate New Yorks Penn 
Soyiw: According to Citizens Against Government Waste, nearly $6 billion of your tax dollars 
will be squandered on such, shall we say, dubious governinent projects this year. Here are some 
of the most absurd: 


$120 Million: A single federal courthouse in Phoenix, Arizona. Planners overestimated the 
building's size by 38,441 square feet, which will require an additional $9 million in con- 
struction costs and $1 million more per year in maintenance. Yes, but consider all the high- 
profile trials this huge building will attrace from all over the country, Who knows — the 
Menendez brothers nuay be persuaded to move to Phoenix. 


$96.3 Million: A single federal courthouse in Portland. This despite a 1993 General 
Accounting Office (GAO) report that found U.S. courthouses overstaffed and, in many dis- 
tricts, overbuilt. The GAO report concluded: “Taxpayers risk overpaying by at least $1.1 
billion in the next ten years for courthouses the judiciary cannot justify.” Remember, 
Congress thinks it was elected to do what cannot be justified. 


$50 Million: West Virginia Corridor L road construction via the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. An additional $54 million was allocated for this same project in another bill. 
Could the fact that Democrat Senator Robert Byrd from West Virginia is in charge of appropri- 
ations have anything to do with this? Nab. 


$38.7 Million: Road construction in Alabama via the Appalachian Regional Commission. 
The Commission was created as a “temporary” response to poverty in Appalachia ... 
almost 30 years ago. Appalachian poverty is apparently a boon to Congressional boondogeles. 


$36 Million: Federal building and U.S. courthouse in Wheeling, West Virginia, including 
renovations to the existing facility. A>, West Virginia ~~ where you don't ask what your coun- 
try can do for you. Because Bobby Byrd asks for-you 


$22 Million: The Robert C. Byrd Locks and Dam in West Virginia and Ohio. Well at 


least they didu't name the screw worm after him. 


$12.8 Million: Baltimore-Washington Parkway demonstration project. Whos going to 
demonstrate it? Rodney King? 


$8.5 Million: “Intermodal system” in Wheeling, West Virginia. / know, they'll name it The 
Robert C. Byrd Dam hiterniodal System. 


$6 Million: “Flexiplace work telecommuting center projects” around Washington, D.C. /s 
this all it takes to keep Congress from actually showing up at work? Pay the $6 million! 


$5.8 Million: “Non-prospectus construction grant projects” in Wheeling, West Virginia. 
Translation: there is no prospect for getting your moneys worth, folks, 


$4.48 Million: Wood utilization research. ($27 million has been appropriated for such 
research since 1985.) / can save Washington $4.4 million: stop the research! I have the answer. 
You can wutke houses! Pianos! Baseball bes You can utilize woad for anything you want. 


$4 Million: Dwight D. Eisenhower leadership program to award grants to “stimulate and 
support the development of leadership skills” in college students. Previous grant proposals 
included one to hire Chillin’ Time, a ‘Texas rap group, for “Rap and Eat” encounter ses- 
sions with “at-risk fifth graders.” /he leader of the Allted forces would be proud. 


$8.89 Million: Building rehabilitation at the National Center for Preservation Technology 
at Natchitoches College in Louisiana. Preservation technology? I have an idea, Use wood! 
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$3 Million: Orlando Streetcar Project, a five-car, two-mile circular transit system with esti- 
mated cost of $30—$42 million if completed by 2010. Currently a free shuttle bus service 
serves this same route. /ist name it “Desire” and Ted Kennedy will be on boure. 


$2.3 Million: Recreational fishery monitoring program in South Carolina. Why should we 
monitor them? Let the fish have their recreation in private. 


$2.4 Million: Design and construction of a 200-space parking garage for 18 federal work- 
ers in Burlington, Iowa. Have no fear — those 18 workers will expand to 200 in no tine. fust 
put General Dinkins on the case. He’ looking for something to do. 


$1.78 Million: Albuquerque “intermodal center.” Now you know where to go if you need an 
intermodal, And apparently many in Congress do. 


$1.7 Million: Kauai “motorpool facility” in Hawaii. /1-”0-ay is this pork. 


$1.8 Million: A “public entity” in Hilo, Hawaii to “construct government facilities.” 
Ln-no-weay ts this waste. 


$1.8 Million: “Congestion mitigation project” in Syracuse, New York. fsx this covered 
under health care? 


$1.2 Million: Halibut/sailfish individual fishery quotas in Alaska. Quotas! Well, how do the 
tuna feel about this? 


even the ocean Is 





$1 Million: Multispecies Aquaculture Center in New Jersey. /igures 
beseiged by multiculturalism. 


$1 Million: Chiropractic demonstrations at the Palmer Chiropractic School in Davenport, 
lowa. Who berter to pay for back-cracking than the taxpayer? 


$663,000: Fish laboratory repair in Charleston, South Carolina. Alake repairs? Use wood! 
$040,000: Hawaiian monk seals. /-n0-way is this a special interest. 


$500,000: Wetland management demonstration project in South Carolina. Whos going to 
demonstrate it? Ted Kennedy? 


$300,000: “Small business incubator” in Paducah, Kentucky. /ust don’t ler Hillary in there. 
$221,000: Lowbush blueberry research at the University of Maine. ($742,000 has been 


appropriated for such research since 1990.) Better keep them away from those cranberries. 


$200,000: “Entomology accoustics detection” in Mississippi. Se C ongress will determine if 


bugs have ears. Well, perhaps the screw worm would be alive and well in the U.S. today if it 


only had ecars. 


ONCE! THATS ALL 
L ASK 


Just ONCE ('7 LiKE 
TO BE ABLE To ASK 


SNC CASE. 
fla 
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Seafood research in Oregon. No donbr its 
the smartest seafood in the country, ° 





United States — Canada lobster study 
in Maine. What ave we going to do, make 
them pay cigarette taxes when they cross 


the border? 





Cranberry/blueberry disease and breeding 
research in New Jersey. ($1.8 million has 
been appropriated for such research since 
1985.) Cranberries and blueberries breed? 
How can you tell? 














Punishing the Achievers 


twelve years about the last twelve years. 
(See chart one, page 3.) 
_ Yet “the rich” continue to be the object 
of liberal rhetorical excess and public 
resentment. If these misperceptions about 
wealth and economic activity are allowed 
to stand — and the only voice countering 
these lies about the economy, folks, is 
mine — taxes are bound to go up even 
more. “The deafening silence from the 
Republicans against raising marginal tax 
rates has even prompted liberals to wonder 
whether Clinton is punishing the rich suf- 
ficiently,” says Stephen Moore, director of 
fiscal policy studies at the Cato Institute. 
One core error in all of this is the 
notion that scads and scads of Americans 
are rich. Although you have been told that 
the middle class is dying and shrinking 
and withering away to nothingness, a full 
65 percent of all taxable income in this 
country resides in the middle class. 
The rich are actually just a tiny fraction 
of the U.S. population. There are only 
about 50,000 millionaires in the entire 
country — 0.05 percent of taxpayers. 
(A significant chunk of them are now 
in the Clinton Cabinet.) In fact, if the 
feds skipped: the pleasantries and 
simply taxed millionaires’ income at 
100 percent, they would only bag enough 
revenue to run the government for 
33 days. (See chart two, page 4.) 
There may not be a 100 percent tax 
bite this year, but don't think it hasn't 
crossed: some minds in Congress. 


Ss we go to press, the main- 


stories about the “booming,” 
superheated economy, with 
the Administration claiming credit for “the 
best economy in thirty years.” I have tried 
to caution you, not in order to be negative 
or pessimistic, but in the interest of accu- 
racy and realism, that the conventional 
assessment does not fit the facts. And there 
is one element that precious few media 
accounts have mentioned: this month's tax 
hit. The national effects may not be felt 
instantly, today, but the corrosive impact 
on the economy this fiscal year, and for 
years to come, is inevitable. 

Just look at what happened after the 
notorious 1990 Budget Deal, whose simi- 
larity to Clinton’s I have pointed out many 
times. The recession deepened; job cre- 





stream media is chock full of | 













The Rich 
$99.6 Bill. 


Everyone 
Else 


Income tax payments 


ation slowed to a crawl. It was the wealthy 
who were supposed to, as usual, pay more 
— but it was the job seekers in the middle 
and lower classes who couldn't find work. 

And the whole point of the 1990 deal, 
to raise revenue from the rich by raising 
their tax rates from 28 to 31 percent, was a 
total bust. My friends, the verdict is in: 
precisely the opposite happened. Accord- 
ing to the Internal Revenue Service, in 
1991 (the first year the new rates were in 
effect), tax payments by the rich fell from 
$105.1 billion to$99.6 billion. In 
fact, according to The Wall Street Journal, 
1991 receipts overall decreased — the 
first decline since 1983. (See chart 
three, above.) 

This is what happens when you punish 
achievement. And the ripple effect is just 
as pervasive, in a negative way, as is explo- 
sive growth after a tax cut. The rich simply 
do other things with their money. They 
protect it; they shelter it; they work less, 
invest less, risk less. 

The results are insidious — because the 
impact is not only economic. Something 
happens to a nation when the best and the 
brightest, the achievers, the risk-takers, the 
job builders, the wealth creators are pun- 
ished. Such tax policy has an enormous 
dampening effect on economic activity, yes 
— but it also shackles the spirit. 

When the creative use of capital is puni- 


$105.1 Bill. 


$345.3 Bill. 
| $348.6 Bill. 





tively taxed, when 
inventiveness and 
initiative are penal- 
ized, it’s exactly like 
putting scoring ceil- 
ings on the players 
of a football team. 
Not only are the best 
players going to limit 
their efforts; so will 
the rest of the squad. 
When there’s no in- 
centive for excel- 
lence, no personal 
reward for accom- 
plishment, no glory 
for risk, then the attempt will not be 
made, the initiative not taken. Those 
who punish the achievers never anticipate 
the inevitable secondary effect: it 
holds back everyone else as well. 
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nd there is one key piece of 
information that is always, 
always missing from any eco- 
nomic assessment by a liber- 
al. Liberals talk about “the rich” and “the 
poor’ as if the categories are static. They 
are not. Liberals never acknowledge a cen- 
tral, essential — though intangible — 
ingredient of America: the dynamism and 
mobility of the country. There is no other 
country about which rags-to-riches stories 
are part of the fabric of every American 
family’s history. 

We can never forget that in the 
eighties, according to the U.S. Treasury 
Department, almost 15 percent of 
those who began the decade in the 
lowest quintile, ended the decade in 
the top quintile. Only 14.2 percent of 
the poorest Americans in 1979 were still 
the poorest Americans in 1988. All the 
rest of that group, thanks to the greatness 
of the American system, moved into 
the middle and upper classes. That is 
how the country works. And that, 
my friends, is why a tax on “the rich” is a 
tax on your dreams. 
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Limbaugh Letter in the basement of the E1B Building. 








16 





